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Sir: 



I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited with the 
United States Postal Service as express mail in an envelope 
addressed to: Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks, 
Washington, D.C. 20231. 

Express Mail Receipt No. F.msstm^siis 

Date of Deposit Ortoher 




In response to the Final Office Action dated June 28, 2002, 
Applicant submits this Notice of Appeal with a petition for 
extension of time of one month. A check for the small entity 
appeal fee ($160 under 1.17(b)) and one month extension of time 
($55 under 1.17(a)(1)) is submitted herewith. Applicant petitions 
for any further extension of time that may be required to maintain 
this application alive. 



CLARIFICATION 

In the Advisory Action dated October 15, 2002, The Examiner 
marked sections 2(c), i.e., "The proposed amendment will not be 
entered because they are not deemed to place the application in 
better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the 
issues for appeal." On the other hand, in paragraph 7 the 
Examiner indicated thaf the claims being rejected are claims 1, 
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2, 5, and 6. This is a contradictory, since in the final office 
action claims 1, 2, 5, 6, 10 and 12 were rejected, and in the 
proposed amendment claims 10 and 12 are being cancelled. 
Therefore, it appears that the Examiner did enter the amendment. 
Moreover, since the amendment cancels two claims, it can't be 
said that it does not reduce the issues for appeal. 

The Examiner failed to mark paragraph 7, i.e., failing to 
indicate whether the amendment will be entered for the purpose of 
appeal. As noted above, since the amendment cancels two claims, 
it clearly reduces and simplifies the issues for appeal and, 
therefore, must be entered. 
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Respectfully submitted, 




